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:nd preocedure as that followed in the 1946 validity study (18). Intercorrelations between the pre-
dictor (MTAL) and the various criteria for the 1951 validity study appear in Table 2.

There 1s a striking similarity between the resuits of the 1846 and 1351 validity studies.
The correlatien between the predictor (MTAIL and the composite criterion is identical in the two
studies,

In 1952 Callis (5} conducted a third validity study of the MTAIL Tie sample coasisted of 77
public school teachers from central Missouri. Grades four through ten in four school systems
were represented.  This study followed essentially the same plan and procedure as that followed
i the 1946 and 1951 studies (18,20). The only exceptions were: (a) teachers serving as subjects
were selected from a wider range of grades (4 thru 10 rather than 4 thru 6), and (b) ratings
were made by two observers rather than one. Pupil, principal, and observer rating scales were
the same as those used in the 1946 and 18951 studies, Intercorrelations between the predictor
{MTAI) and the various criteria for the 1852 study appear in Table 3.

TABLIL 3

fntercorrelation of the Predictor (MTAl) and the various criteria

Students’ Principals’

Ratings Ratings TAIL
(1) Observers’ Mean Rasings! — 26%% 127 FUECI
(2) Students' Ratings 4G .49 %%
(3) Principals’ Ratings

(deviation scoroes) .19

{4) Composite of 1,2,3 L46%x
{9) Cuomposite of 1,2 LH0*%

"'he correlation botween the ratings of the two observers was ,33
#*Significantly greater than zero at the 1 per cent level of confidence.

Thus it appcars that with the MTAI we can predict the nature of teacher-student relations
in the classroon about as well as » e can predict academic achievement by means of intelligence
tests, This relutionship between teacher attitudes and teacher-student rapport has been demon-
strated at only the elementary school and junior high school levels, It has not, as yet, been dem-
onstrated that the MTAL is a valid predictor of teacher-student relations in adult-level classes.,
It is the purpose of this study to determine whether or not such a relationship exists.

PROCEDURE

The study was conducted in the Airman School (Class ) of the Naval Air Technical Train-
ing Center in Jacksonville, Fiorida, Before the investigation was begun the Training Center was
visited by the investigators, avid the purpose and plan of the study were explained in detail te the
Training Officer and Assistant Training Officer of the school, and their conperation was assured,
The data were collected over a period of approximately two months during which time one of the
investigators rumained at the ‘I'raining Center,

Before the classroorc s wet 2 visited, the supervisors were called together and the purpose
and plan of the study were vxi-lained to them, The instructors were informed of the general nature
of the study by means of a mawocanduin from the Training Officer of the school.

The Predictor. The MTAI was sclected as the predictor for this study since it attempts to
measure the kinds of attitudes which are relevant to leacher-student relations. ‘fhe MTAI is com-
posed of 150 allitude statements t: which the teacher responds with one of f:ve possible responses.
The scoring system was determined by purely empirical means (19). The MTAI was administered
to a group of tcachers judged to be superior in their relations with students and to another group
judged to be inferior in their relations with students. The per cent of each group choosing the
various response categorics was computed and the significance- of the difference between these
percentages was determined. A significant difference in percentage favoring the superior
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group was scored "o 17 a significarnt difference fuvoring the inferior group was scored 17,
vibnensignifionnt ditVevences wore scored O Foltowing in an cammnple:

Itean: Most cshldren ore obedient,

Strongiy Strongly

Agrioe Agrew Unuertin Disagrec Disugrec
Supertor group REYA 58% 4%, 3Y% 9%
Inferior growp 18% 64% 49 13% 1%
Ditfc ronce in Y% 116 -6 0 -10 0
Scaring t o1 - 0 -1 0

itmight be argued, on logica! grounds, that the “uncertain” and “strongly disagree”
Yosponse categories should be scored "-17, However, in the past logical face validity for deter-
mining scoring systems has been found to be such a notoriously poor predictor of psychelogical
fun-tions, that the authors of the MTAL decided to use a scoring systern based on empirical data
only,

Two forms of the MTAI were administeroed to all instructors serving as subjects in the
resent study; the original form (Form A) and an experimental form (Form BX). These will here-
after be referred to ns MTAI(A) and MTAI(BX) respectively. MTAI(BX) is diffecrent form MTAI(A)
in only ininor respects; the difference being a shight modification in termmology. For examgle,
the words “child” or “pupil” as they are used in MTAI{A) were changed to "student™ in MTAI(BX).
It was felt that instrunctors working with adult students might respond differently to the two ty pes
of items; howoever, the rather high correlation that was obtained between the two forms of the test
(-91) secems to indicate that the change in terminology made litile, if any, difference,

In addition to the two forms of the MTAIL the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality nventory
(MMPI1) was administered to all instractors participating in the study. A previous study by
Chappell {6) has shown that small but significant relationships exist between composite criterion
measures of toacher-student rapport and certain scales on the MMPI, It was felt that if similar
relationships could be found in subscquent studies, we might be able to relate the ability to efiect
harmonious teacher-stadent veiations to other more clearly defined personality characteristics,

The Criterion. The criterion consisted of three independent evaluations of each insiructor’s
ability to create and maintain harmonious interperscnal relations in the classroom. These were
the same criteria usced in the three previous validity studics of the MTAILL The rating scales used
by the pupils, principals, qid observers in the previous studies were modified and lengthened to

make them more appropriate for an adult population,

The first evaluation was made by the students in the instructor’s class. This was obtained
through a 65 item questionnaire (sce Appendix A) which was administered to all students in the
instructor‘s ciass, The questionnaire was administered by the investigator, and the instructor
was not present during this time, The students were told that no one but the investigator woula
cever know their answers to the fndividual questions, and they were asked not to place their nimes
on the questionnaire,

The average class consisted of approximately Z0 students, and in each case the students
had rcccived approximately 20 hours of instruction from the instructor they were evaluating, The
questionnaire was scored “rights minus wirongs,” ‘The possible range in scores was 1+ 65 to - 635,
Therefore, a score of zero indreates that the student made us many negative criticisms of the in-
structor as he made pozitive statements alout him. The mean score cn the questionnaire for cach
class was obtained, and this score constitited the students' evalunation of interpersonal relations in
that particular classroom.

The sccond evaluation of instructor-student relationships was made by the instractor’s
supervisor, The supervisor mnade his evaluation in the form of a 10 item raving sceate (see Ap-
pendix B), Ecch item was sceired on a 7 point scale, thus yielding a possible range in scores of
10 through 70, There were four supervisors and cach ruted approximately 20 instractors,
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Ahien the ratings weree raspestord, ot was found that one of the four supcrvisors gave a oo rating
that was considerably higher than that given by “he other three, Since mean student ratings and
hserver ratings wore ronghtly cqguivalent for all four groups, it woes assumed that the higher rat-
ugs given by the one supervisor were duc to his leniency rather thau any supceriority of his group
of instructors over the other three groups. Conscquently, supervisors’ ratings were expressed as
deviations from the mean of the particular rater., ‘That iz, all the ratumgs which cach supervisor
made were averaged and each instructor’s score was expressed as a doeviation from that mean, In
this way we equated the four groups of instructors with respect to supervisor ratings,

The third estimate of instructor-siuacnt retations was made by the investigator who
~bserved each class in process for one class period of eopproximately 50 minuites, Trne investigator
made his evaluation in the form of a 7 item rating scale (sce Appendix C), Wach item was scored
on a 7 noint scale, thus yielding a possible range in scores ot 7 through 49,

Fach of the three above criteria--mean student ratings, supervisor’s ratings (deviatisn
svores), una obscerver's ratings- were converted to standard scores and summed,  The swains of
the threc criteria scores constitute the composite criterion.

The Sample. The sample for this study consisted of 82 jnstructors in the Airrnan School
(Class P) of the Naval Air Tochnical Training Centar at Jacksonviiie, Florida, 76 of these in-
slinctors were noncommissioned officers in the Navy or Marine Corps and 6 were PEC’s in the
“l:rine Corps. Of the 82 instructors 38 were Chief Petty Officers or M/Scrgeants, 18 were first
class Petty Officers or T/Scrgeunts, 10 were sccond cluss Petty Officers or $/Sergeants, 5 were
third cluss Petty Officers or Sergeants, 5 werce Corporals, and 6 were PIFC's. Their ages ranged
from 20.3 to 37.7 years (Mcun - 29,4, 5D - 5,0), 65 were married and 17 were nat, Their number
of years of education ranged from 8 to 15 (Mcan - 12,0, SD = 1.1). Number of yciars since first
enlistment ranged from 1.0 to 21,3 years (Mcean = 5.7, 5D : 5.1), For the 30 Navy instiuctors GCT
scores ranged from 51 to 74 (Mean = 63,3, SID - §.5). For the 52 Marine Corps instroctors GCT
scores rarged from 101 to 150 (Mean = 118,33, SD < 9.8). The Navy uses a test with o population
mean of 50 and 1 Standard Deviation of 16, The Marvine Corps uses a test with a population mncan
of 100 and i Standard Deviation of 200 1f the two tests are consilercd to be equivalent and cach
Nivy GC'I s multipticd by two we have for the total group a range in GCT scores of 100 to 150
{Mean = 121.3, 5D 10.9).

Of the 82 instructors 21 taught mathematies, 17 tanght phy<ics, 23 tanght layont (mechant
e drawing), and 2t taught raveralt familiarization,

Forms A and BX of the MTAL were administered to each of the instructors participating
in the study, ‘The Minnesota Multiphasice Personadity Inventory (MMPI) was also adninistered toe
cach of the instractors,

RESULTS
Stummary statistics and iutercorrclations of the predictor (MTATL), the various criteria,

ond 23 scales of the MMPL are presented in Table 0 The 29 variables listed i Table b ave as
Tollows:

A, Critenra

. ODbnerver Rating (Standard score}
20 Meiar Stidents” Rating {(Standard score)
3. Snpervisor’s Rating (Doeviation score)
4. Comiposite of 1, 2,3 (S of the 3 criterion scores)



.oocou_Ec“:oE.)o:cmu;a~us:mucmu_w:&mEﬁvohnaﬁum. Ho.m.
*a3uap1JLod Jo 13431 wadzad § ayy e wed s 3q 01 panDAL 477 O 4
‘PININIO U] JARY SUTOd 1TTUIIST .

5

K VYA 1S 62
201 S F2A AN ¥4
o0t ¢o- oF 3 LT
£a 0e- 0T 29 id 92
£nit 20 20- I11-  ¥I- 4971 "¢g
Lot 0¢ €0 2¥- 98¢~ 60 ol vy
¢om 90 Tb- 09~ ¢~ Q1 ¢ L2t G ¥4

2T ORI eI- T¥- £2 L1 1 0¢ el 2
BET an- g3 (%Y FAs 61- g€£- 63- 8%- ad 12
Ut i < 8 2¢  ze- gg- 9¢- bE- LC H ‘02
Y4 ¢F- L0~ 8T 6% cr- gg- I11- 62~ ¥¢ 414 5 51
¢ 139 LS 6% cl 8c- 60- Le- 81~ 81 2¢ Li- W8T
L@ €1 el 4} 80 32 60- 11- 21 FAA €0 ot Lt 28 L1
9°¢e 03- 60- 80- 82 91 b2- ¢1- L0 10 0g- ¢ 90- LS id 91
'8 60- 10- 91- ¢p ¢4 60- bI- 01 0 1It- <0 60- <¥ s g Gl
6°28 €0 30 §2 143 1z2- ¥1- ¢1- 81~ 1I¢ Lt (1% 00 Lo 12 bi DO ¢
¥ L 32z co- kI- ¥l ¥0 L= 60 Si- 0 ¢l- 82 %44 92 ov 80~ vd g1
9°51  90- 12- 8f- I1- 62 2L 8% 8% 8- 8b- 21- ¢€2- ¢¢ ¢¥ 82 W Sl WY
€9t ¥e- 82~ 90- & 12 ve-  £0- 80 €0 01- 8¢ ¥2- 92 99 %4 02z St e 1
A €7 90— L0~ &2 [44 11- 90 80 91- 81- 61 02- 9% 9¢ 1€ 60 8¢ %4 SH i
L - L 48 Ly £0- GS¥- 9%- 01- 61 ¢s 184 8¢ 6% 12 52 1€ 114 Le 4
£ci cC ¥2- €9~ L9~ LT 84 8% 134 69- 69- 8¢~ 02~ Tt 81 8¢ 9p- ¢t 20~
B0 60- Ob- £I-  LZ- €2 80 Cy L0 0F- g6~ 90- £g- S0- _90- Of- L%~ #0 L1

o] 2e cl Q0- ¢C- 80 1t 10- &0 gl- §)- 20 60- 60 12 el ¥e £0- g1 E]

69 < 11 - 19 20~ &0 10- #0 fAS ¢1- 10 ¢0- 10 0z L 4% 80- el S

U L g0~ 8I- LI- IO g1 %4 S0 00 90- LI- 20- 01- 00 90- 21- 04" 10- 11 FAI ™ a4

0¢ Lg 26- Ig- L0~ tO 24 be 20 128 61- L40- €1- 31- 11 12)] ¢o- ¢I1- A 31 1L Faumg s eing g

0¢ 0 80- ¢1- 22~ I 6¢ ST 60- B0 L0 ¢1- g0 00 ¢0- S0 11- 00 30 co- Ll Futiey S OIS g
50 €0 ¢0- 80- 90- g1- ¢ 01U L1 €l 10- p1- LO #0- GS0- 22~ 60~ 9%~ al- T L9 L3 Junimi S0

ursl_ 6g 82 4% 9% 6T Fg  €¢ g  IT 0z 61 87 LI 9l qr Bl €1 il 3 4 > AN T
S10I0N.38UL 2§ = N FION

«SATAVIAVA JO SNOLLVTIHHOOUALNI

i d1dVL



B, e

L

i

Lo

Hetor
ATAIA) PRy Seor e

MTAYBX)

C. MMPIL vulidity seales

L (Raw Score)
K (Raw Score)
F (Raw Score;

D. MMP clinical scales

18.

Hypoechondriasis
Depraession

Hysterin

Psychopathic Deviate
Masculinity -femininity
Paranoia
Psychasthenia
Schizophrenia

Hyovomania

E. Additional MMPI scales

19.
20.

21,

*Numbers inparenthesis refer to ifems in the

Social Introversion
Hostility
Pherisaic-Virtee
Teacher-KEffectiveness
Responsibility
Dominance

Low back pain
Paricto-Irontal
Prejud.»

AW, 0. 1., recidivismn

Socio-economic status

{Raw Score

100}

Tul)

(Raw Score
(Raw Score)
(Raw Score)
(Raw Score +
(Raw Score)
(Raw Score)
(Raw Score -
(Raw Score

(Raw Score

(Raw Score)
(Raw Score)
(Rew Scove)
(Raw Score)
{(Row Scorcy
(Raw Scor::)
(Raw Scoire)
(Riow Score)
(Raw scure)
(Raw Score)

(Raw Score)

-0-

K correctiom

K correctian)

K correction)
K corriection)

K corrceetion)

(9,10,13)%
(8)
{8)
(6)

{(1t)

(12)
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The corrciation coefficicnts appearing in columns 5 and 6 of Table 4 show that, for this
group, we are unable to predict cur creiterion by means of the MTAL,

The intercorrelations among the three independent criteria are quite tow with the exception
of the correlaticn of .38 between supervisor nnd student ratings. The intercorrelations among the
criteria are similar, in certain respects, to those found in the 1952 validity study (sce Table 2),

The correiation of .91 between the two forms of the MTAL indicates that, for all practical
purposes, the two forms may be coansidered as equivalents,

Correlations between 23 scales of the MMP! and the criteria as well as the predictor are
found ir rows 1 through 6 and columns 7 thr ugh 28, Only 11 of these 138 correlation cocfficients
are statistically significant at the 5 percent level of confidence, Once of the Vi is signidicant at the
! percent level, On the basis of chance one could expect about 7 of 138 correlation coefficionts to
be significant at the 5 percent level of confidence. However, there is no way of determining from
the data which, if any, of the 11 significant correlation coefficients are statistical artifacts., None
of the statistically significant correlation coefficients between MMPL scales and criterion measures
are sufficiently high to excite more than academic interest. Six of the 7 might have heon hypothe-
sized on a priori grounds. The negative relationship (just barely significant at the 5% level) be-
tween students' ratings and scores or thn paricto-frontal scale of the MM 15, in all probuabilities,
a statistical artifact, since the PEF scale was designed to differentiate between different types of
brain damage,

The significant relationship between MTAI scores and scores on the masculinity-femininity
scale of the MMPI1 provides fertile grounds for theorizing, In attempting to explain why we were
unable to predict the eriterion by medans of the MTAI for this group one member of our rescarch
staff+ suggested that there may be different ways in which teachers creatn and maintain rapport
with their students; one characterized as a maternal relationship and the other as a paternal ve:
lationship. 1t was fnrther suggested that the MTAL was designed to measure attitudes whiclr are
conducive to a maternat relationship but does not measnre those attitudes which cie conducive
to a paternal relationship. On the basis of this hypothesis a relationship between MTAL scores
and scores on th> masculinity-feminimity svale of the MMPI was predicted. A slight but
statistically significant relationship between these two variables was subsequently found,

A slight but significant relationship was also found to exist between scores on the MTAL
and scores on the socio-cconomiic status scale of the MMPL. This relafionship scems to indicate
that the MTAI may be more appropriaie for those who conceive cf themselves as professionat
educators and less appropriate for thuse who conceive of themselves as occupying a lower position
on the socio-economic continumm. This same idea was expressed in a somewhat different way by
a former member of our rescarch staff*#, In attempting to explain why we were nnatle to prodict
the criterion by mceans of the MTAL it was suggested that: " The MTAID was designed to proedict
how well a teacher might be expected to get nlong with his students, There is a difference betawoon
teaching and trainmg, and there may be a difference betweea the way teachers got along with their
students and traincrs get along with their trainecs, These instructors conceived of thenisclves as
traincrs, not teachers.” This idea was also expressed before the rvelationships between MTAL

scores and scores on various scates of the MMP!U were known,

The foregoing interpretations should not be tuken as statements of fact, but mervely as
hypotheses to he tested by future resaearch,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

An investigation was undertaken to test the efficiency of the Minnesota Teacher Attitude
Inventory as a predicior of teacher-<tudent relationships in a naval schooi. A threefola criterion

sDr. Kenneth BB. Brown I
**Dr, John L. Ferguson



of teacher-student rapport was used:

(1) student pravinge, {(2) suporvisor ratings, and (3) observer ratmgs, It was found that, for the
group of instructors nnaer investigation, the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory is not a signi-
ficant predictor of the oriteria, individually or combined,

By noiing the relationship between MTAT scores and scores on varicus scales of the Min
nesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory certain hypotheses were advanced concerning the reasons
why we were unabie to predict the criterion by means of the MTAI for this particular group.

The investigators feel certain that the ability to create and maintain barmonious inter-
personal relations is a psychologically meaningful variable., Furthermore, proevious tacdics bave
shown that the nature of teacher-student relations in a civilian public school cain be predicted with
a fair degree of accuracy by means of an attitude iuventory (MTAIL), The results of this @iy nave
indicated that those attitudes of the instructor which are messured by the MTAIL sre not the ot
titudes most relevant to the creaticn and maintenance of harmonions interperscoal relaiions in a
naval school. Therefore, it would seem advisable to determine, by cmpirical wmicaus, inose ot
{itudes which are related to the creation and maintenance of harmonious interpersonal relations
in this type of setting, and after such an attitude scale has been empiricaily devived it should be
vaiidated on a similar group of instructors,

8
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

DIRECTIONS: Read each question. When you bave decided i statement is cither tric or false
{yes or no), blacken the correspoitding space on the answer siicet with a soft pencil. Make your
mark as long as the pair of lines, and mcove the pencil point up and down firmly to make a hcavy
black line. If you change your mind, erase vour first mark completely. The following questions
apply only to the instructor of this class. Bo sure to write the name of this class and the instructor
on the answer sheet.

I. Does this instructor praise yon for doing good work?

2, Does he “"make fun of” the students a lot?

3. Is he casily upset?

4. Is it casy for this instructor to keep order in the classroom?

5. Does he make the schoolwork interesting?

0

6. Is he often “bossy”?

7. Is it easy for you to go to thic instructor with questions?
8. Does he force his ideas on th e students?

9. Is he usually considorate of you?

10. Does this instructor keep his promises?

1. Does he think he is always right and the student is wrong?

12, Does he have “pets” or favorites among the students?

13. Docs he often “make fun of” a student in front of others

it4. Is il easy to please this instructor?

15. Docs he talk too much?

16. Do tne studen's often want to annoy this instructor?

17, Is he nsualty fair with the studenes?

18. TIs he always "fussing at” the students?

9. Does he usually pay attention ro you wacn you ratse your traad?
20, Do most of the students ke this instructor?

2i. Docs he usuatly ITaugh with the students when something funny happens?
22 1s he usually nupatient when students ask questions in class?

23, Doces he sxplain what you don't understand?

I

Does this instructor get angry when you dou’t understand?

o
8]

. Is he always witling to hely: you with your schoobtwort?
26, Does he ofteo punish the whole class when only cne or two students arce to blane?
27. Does he "make Jan of” you when vou inake o oistiake?

28. Does he pivee you o chanere to ask gnestions?
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28. Docs ne often get angry with the students?
30. Are you afraid to ask this instructor for help?
31. Dees he punish a student in front of other students?
32. 1s he willing to give extra help to the students who need it?
33. Does he seem to understand the stuaent's point of view?
34. Does this instructor take a personal interest in his students?
35. Do you like this instructor?
36. Does he seem to like teaching?
37. Does he go out of his way to discover and discipline misconduct?
38. Does he try to “bust” a student out of school for some minor misconduct?
39. Does he explain the reasons for requirements and regulations?
40. Uoes he provide helpful hints in doing schooiwork?
41. Dnes this instructor seem to welcome comments from the students?
42, 1Is he too critical of students who make mistakes?
3. Is he consideraie of the welfare of the class?
44, 1is this instructor easily “rattied”?
%5, D2oes he have a good sense of humor?
46. Is he often nervous and tense?
47. Is he conceited and “stuck-up”?
48. Does he let students know what is expected of them?
49, 1s he stiff and formal in his relationships with students?
50. Does this instructor encourage students to express their own ideas?
51. 1s he cheerful and good natured?
52. Does he encourage students to think for themselves?
53. Do you feel uncomfortable talking to this instructor outside of class?
54, 1Is he often sarcastic?
55. Does he frequently interrupt students when they are speaking?
56. Does he "have it in” for some students?
57. Does he often lose his temper?
58. Do you eujoy “just talking” with this instructor outside of class?
59. Does he give you too much work te do?
60. Does he often criticize students?
61. Do you have to be "nice” to this instructor in order to get along with him?
62. Do you usually feel comfortable and “at ease” in this instructor’'s class?
63. 1Is this instructor able to sce things from the student’'s point of view?
64, Do you respect this instructor?

65. If you were to meet this instructor on the street a year from now would you expect him to
remember you?
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SUPERVISOR'S
RATING SCALE
of
INGTRUCTOR-TRAINEDE RELATIONSHIPS

Instructor Rite:d Supervisor

Date Department

Directions: Please place a cross (X) on the line opposite the response which inost ac-
curately indicates your {rinik and objective evaluation of the behavior of the instructor
being rated. You possibly will find that cach phrase in a particular response is not ap-
piicable to the instructor being rated. The closest approximation is what is wisated,

1. WHAT IS THE NATURE OF THI5 INSTRUCTOR’S RELATIONSHIPS WITH TRAINEES IN
THE CLASSROOM?

a. Responsive; approachable; "warm?™; tactful; helpful; interested in trainces® effoits
.
even if those efforts are rot particularly effective,

b, Lxzhibits many but not ali of the characteristics listed above,
~c. Exhibits some of the charicteristies listed above,
d. Average.
. Exhibits some of the characteristics listed beltow,

f.  Exhibitz many but not all of the characteristics listed below,

fo1 o]

Reserved; aloof; stifi’; formal; removed firom the group; condescending,
3

2, WHAT IS THIS INSTRUCTOR’S REACTION TO MISBEHAVIOR OR IGNORANC iZ”

a. Impadient; always on the tookont for misconduct; never lets o trainee “poet away with”
anything; rules with an iron hand; on-the-spot punishment.

b, Exbibits many bat nat al! of the characteristics listed above,
¢. bxhibits some of the characteristics listed nbove,
d. Average,

¢. Dixhibits some of the chiracteristics listed below,

f.  Bxhibits oy but not all of the choaracteristics lisw-d below,

e

Calny; patieni: cleliberate; never gots exeited; handics discipline constirn wivelyy tone
to get at the nadevlying cause of misbehavior and 4o something abour it

HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE GEN I:B_A!_,M_U_R'\EE OF TRAINEKES Wit & b Vit
INSTRUCTORS CLASS?

8. Traincees are alevt and cager; trainees exnibil o friendly and cooperative “ela s
trainees take pride in the nccomplishments ol the group; tramees enjoy tins clies o
preat deal,

be Traineces exhitnt miany but not all of the characteristices listed anove,
v Tiainees oxhibit somie of the characteristics listed above,

.'l. r\\\l'."\lg;i'.




e, Trainces oxhibit some of the characteristics listed below.
f. Trainces exhibit many but not all of the characteristics listed bealow.

g. Conflict and antagonism are evident; trainces seem to be working at cross purposes;
no team spirit; class lacks the "esprit de corps” necessary for effective group work.

4. DOES THIS INSTRUCTOR HAVE A “PERSONNEL” OR "SUBJECT-MATTER” POINT OF
VIEW? o

a. Insensitive to any needs of trainces other than intcllectual; pays little attention to

only; every trainee must meet same requirements of achievement,
b. Exhibits many but not all of the characteristics listed above.
¢, Exhibits some of the characteristics listed above.
d. Avcrage.
¢. Evxhibits some of the characteristics listed below.
f. Exhibits muny but not all of the characteristics listed below.

g. Takes a personal interest in his trainees; sensitive to individual differences in irainces’
needs, abilities, and interests; as sens®*‘ve to emotional, social, and physical necds of
trainees as to their intellectual needs; actually does something to help mecet thesce
nceds,

5. HOW EFFECTIVE IS THIS INSTRUCTOR 1N CREATING A FRIENDLY CLASSROUM
ATMOSPHERE?

a. Conversational: friendly, exhibits a sense of humor; sees trainee’s point of view; talks
to the trainees rather than at them,

b. Kxhibits many but not all of the characteristics listed above.
¢. Exhibits some of the characteristics listed above.

d. Avernge.

e. Exhibits some of the characteristics listed below.

f. Exhibits many but r.ot all of the characteristics listed below,

g. Critical; faultfinding; harsh; unfriendly.

., HOW EFFECTIVE IS THIS INSTRUCTOR IN ESTABLISHING A FEELING OF SECURITY

a. Excitable; impatient; ervatic. intolerant of mistakes; demanding; lacks appreciation of
trainees cfforts; overlooks opportunities for “bringing out” weakcr trainces,

b. Exhibits many but not all of the characteristics listed above.
c. Exhibits some of the characteristics listed above.
L d. Average.

¢. Exuibits some of the characteristics listed below.

f. Exhibits many but not all of the characteristics listed below,

!

Encouraging; constructive; insviring; stimulates confidence; polite; steady; poised,
prediciable; interested in trainees as persons; lells trainecs what is expected of then..
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o HOW WELL ADJUSTED IS THIS INSTRUCTOR IN HIs OWN PERSONALITY?

Lixcentionally werl adjusted; encotionally well poised rogardless of situation; thinks

and acts
group.

Exhibits
Exhibits
Average.
Exhibits

xhibits

abjectively; usually forgets self and own interests and atterds well to the

many but not all of the characteristics listed above,

some of the characteristics listed above.,

some of the characteristics listed below.,

many but no! all of the char: ~teristics listed below,

Noticeably maladjusted; behavior often characterized by emotional displays, nervous

mannerisms, inferiority feelings,

periods of moodiness; domineering attitude, whim-

pering attitude, ete,

8. 1S THIS INSTRUCTOR CONSIDERATE OR HARSH IN HiS RELATIONSHIPS WILH
TRAINEES?

a.

Harsh; hypercriical; faultfinding; sarcastic; cross; threcatening; allows trumees to
Iaugh at the miswakes of others.

Exhibits
Exhibits
Average.
Exhibits

Exhibits

many but not 21l of the characteristices listed above,

some ¢f the characteristics Iisted above.

some of the charactenistices listed below.

many but not nll of the characteristics listed below.

Kind; considerate; courteous; friendly; complimentary; tactful; fair.

9. WHAT 1S THE ATTITUDE OF THE TRAINEES TOWARD THIS INSTRUCTOR?

A,

.

Trainees

regard him "as one of the most popular instructors; trainees consider nim a

real friend to whom they can go; trainees enjouy talking to this instructor outside of

class,
Exhibits
Exhibits
Average.
Exhibits
Exhibits

Trainees

many but not all of the characteristics listed above.

some of the ch. racteristics listed above,

some of the characteristics listed below,
many but not all of the characteristics list>d below,

don't like the .astructor; trainees are afraid of the instructor and tend to

avold him; trainces do nu feel free to associate with this instructor outside of ¢lass,

10. WHAT IS THE NATURE OF THIS INSTRUCTOR'S ATTITUDE TOWARD TRAINEES?

Trainees
trainees

Exhibits

Exhibits

"should be seen and not heard”,; regards young people as inferior to adults;
are naturiuily stubbora and lazy; often ill at ease in presence of trainees,

many but not all of the charaeteristics listed above,
some of the characteristics listed above.
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Average.
Exhibits some of the characteristics listed below,
Exhibits many but not all of the characteristics listed below.

Accepts trainees for what they are; friendly, sympathetic approach; likes trainees;
enjoys having them around; sees trainee's point of view.
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OBSERVER'’S
RATING SCALE OF INSTRUCTOR-TRAINEE RELATIONSHIPS

Instructor __ Department

Day, date & time

- 1,

Responsive-Reserved. (Accepting, approachable, “warm”, tactful, helpful, interested in
trainees efforts even if not effective) vs. (Rcjecting, aloof, stiff. formel, removed from the
group, condescending)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Tolerance for misbehavior or igiorance, (Patient, permissive, readiness of explanation,
calm, deliberate, never gets excited, tries to get at underlying cause of misbehavior & de
something about it) vs (Always on lookout for mishehavior, never lets trainec “get away
with” anything, rules with an iron hand, on-the-spot punishment)

1 2 3 4 5 5 7

Morale of the class. (Relaxed, alert, cager, friendly & cooperative “class spirit”, pride in
accomplishments of the group, trainees enjoy this class) vs (Tense, conflict, antagonism,
trainees working at cross purposes, no team spirit, no “esprit de corps” necessary for ef-
fective group work)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Personnel or Subject-Matter point of view. (individual oriented, personal interest in trainees,
csensitive to ind. diffs.) vs (Insensitive tc needs other than intellectual, pays little attention

to ind, diffs, in ability, thinks in terms of subject-matter mastery only, all trainees must meet
same requirements of achievement)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Creating a friendly classroom atmosphere. (Friendly, conversational, sense of humor, sees
trainees point of view) vs (Critical, faultfinding, harsh, definitely unfriendly)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Establishing a feeling of security. (Polite, steady, poised, predictable, encouraging, con-
structive, inspiring, stimulates confidence, interest in trainecs as persons, tells trainees
what is expected of them) vs (Intolerant, demanding, impaticnt; excitable, erratic, inap-
preciative of trainees’ efforts, doesn’t “bring out” weaker trainees)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Considerate or Harsh. (Kind, courteous, friendly, fair, complimentary, tactful, approval)
vs (Critical, sarcastic, niogs, threateuing, faulifinding, disapproval, allows trainecs to taugh

at mistakes of others)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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